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Who know the Author of the Book, which hath given 
you this trouble, better than any man, -do conclude that 
you are not more a ſtranger to him, than he is to you, 
from the Epithets you fo frequently beſtow upon him 
throughout your Papers; except you do it (which I 
would not be ſo-uncharitable as to think) by way of 
Irony. 

one Firſt Paragraph you expreſs a Liking of the Complexi- 
on of his Book ; and I perceive you mean, that it pleaſeth you 
to find it not written in a heat, and that there is nothing of a 
Cenſorious or Peeviſh humour, or of a haughty contempt of 
thoſe he deals with, therein expreſt. And he hopes that upon 
the ſame accounts, you are no leſs pleaſed with the other Reſo- 
lutions of Caſes, which bear this company. Bur he thinks it no 
mighty Attainment, to be able in r#t+1g tv manage a Contro- 
verſie Coolly and Sedately; without bitter or provoking Re- 
flexions, or contemptuous Expreſſions. Tho men of warm 
Tempers may find it ſomewhat difficult, to govern their Spirits 
and Paſſions, as it becomes them, in che heat of diſputing by 
Word of mouth ; one would think that a ſmall meaſure of Humility, 
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or Good nature, or of Diſcretion and Prudence, ſhould make it 
ne hard matter to acquire that orher Attainment: And, much 
more, that no one who is a- Chriſtian in Spirit and Temper, as 
well as in Notion and Profeſſion, can find it a difficult thing to 
arrive at it. But enough of ths, 

In your Second Paragraph, you ſeemto intimate;, that our Au. 
thor might have ſpared his pains in dwelling ſo long upon the 
Diſtance between our Church and the Church of Reme,. in points 
of Defrine :- But he is not ſatisfied with the Reaſons you give for 
the needleſneſsof ſo doing. Your reaſons are two; Firſt, becauſe 
he argued chiefly for Communion in Worſhip. And Secondly, 7 
never met with the Dofrinal part of the 29 Articles charged a; 
Popiſh, nor our Ghurch refle&ted on, as ſymbolizing with that Idala- 
trous Church, in points of Dofrine. But theſe Reaſons have not 
convinced our Author, that he is over long upon thx Argument; 
for it was not his deſign to ſhew, that or Church doth not ſym- 
bolize in Points of Doctrine with that of Rowe , but that She 
ſtands at greateſt defyance with that Church : Not, that She doth 
not teach her Corrupt Doctrine in her Articles; but that She 
deſignedly confutes them, and expoleth the falſity and corrupti- 
on of them. And ths ſurely was worth the ſhewing in ſo many 
Inſtances, for their. ſakes who never read or conſidered thoſe 
Articles; -asI fear very few of the Dsſenters have done. 

And whereas you ſay, you never met with the Doftrinal part 
of the 29 Articles charged as Popiſh (and it would be ſtrange if 
you had) I ſay, there is too great cauſe to ſuſpect, that very 
few of our Diſſenting Brethren do underſtand how Ant-popiſh 
they are, tho they .do not charge them as Popiſh. And I doubt 
you have met with many (I am ſure very many are to be -met 
with) who have. reflected upon our Church as an Idolatres 
Church, tho you never heard. her accuſed as Sy mbolizing with 
the Idolatrous Church of Rome, in Points of Dot&rine. But they 
will find it ſomewhat hard to underſtand, how a Church can be 
Idolatrous in matters-of Pratice, and yet be pure in her Do&rine 
from any tang of IdojJatry... Surely her Prazices.muſt be ground- 
ed upon her Do&rimes, or they wonld be ftrange Prattices indeed. 
And it would be wonderful, if ſhe ſhould Pra#ice Idolatry, and 
yet Believe nothing that tends to the encouragement of that foul 
Sin z nay, belieye and teach all thoſe Dogtrines that are as 
EY ns 1 Oppoſite - 
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Oppoſite toidolatry, as Light to Darkneſs. - So that I conceive 
SF could be more to our Author's purpoſe, than to endea- 
your to remove that prejudice -of many, againſt the Conſtitu- 
tion of our Church, which is grounded upon an Opinion of its 
being near of kin to Popery. And what could ſignifie more to 
their Conviction, that there is not any ground for ſich an Opi- 
nion, than the- ſhewing how abhorrent to Popery our Church 
isin her De&rine; and what a Teſtimony ſhe beareth in her 
Articles againſt the Idolatrous and Superſtitions Dottrines of the 
Romiſh Church, and the Prafices Which She foundeth vu pon thoſe 
Dottrines ? 

As to the ſeveral Additions you ſay may be made 
to the * Anti-popiſh DoCtrines contained in the 3y . * Pap. 4. 
Articles, our Author conceives he was not guilcy of 
any Overſight in not preventing you, becauſe ſome of them are 
not properly Anti-popiſh, but contrary to the Dotctrine of other 
Sets, which are to be found among Abborrers of Popery, as 
well as Papiſts; and others of them our Author hath not omitted ; 
but if you'll look again, you may find them in their proper 
places. . Viz. thoſe Doctrines contained in Artic. VI. and Ar- 
tic. XI. This, under the head of Doctrines flatly contradifing the 
Holy Scriptures, pag. 9. That, under the head of the Authorj- 
ty en which each of the two Churches founds its whole Religion, pag, 
18. 

Now I hope by this time, you underſtand very well, zhar 
eur Author would have you conclude, from this firſt 


part of his Perfogmance, which you ſay ®, you do nor *® Pag 4+ 
well underſtand 
And whereas you ask, Whether it be that the 29 Articles have 


in them nothing of kin to Popery, as to matters of Faith ? And add 
that you dare ſay, there is not a judicious Diſſenter in England 
will ſay they have, 1 anſwer, if there be any #njudicious Dillen- 
ters in England, that will ſay they bave, I hope theſe poor Peo- 
ple ought not to be ſo deſpiſed, as that we ſhould uſe no means 
or the undeceiving of them. But our Author would have you 
conclude, that he hath de what he deſigned, which is (as hath 
been already ſaid) not to ſhew that the 29 Articles have nothing 
of kin to Popery, but that they are moſt abborrent from it; and 
that our Church is at the.wideft and vaſteſt diſtance from Pope- 
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- TY in her Po#rinals , and conſequently one would: think too” in 
matters of Pra#ice. But our Author does not fatisfhe himſelf to 
prove this by cis Conſeqence ; bur goes on to ſhew it in the par. 
ticular inſtances of matters of Pra#ice, after he had done it in 
Points of Dofrine. 

To return now to your Second Page, You ſay that it is mightily 

Satisfatory to yeu, to hear our Author aſſuring you,” that otr Church 
alloweth h,r Members the judgment of Diſcretion, &C.- "But, Sir, 
you needed no Authors to aſſure you of th;zs, ſince our Church 
hath done it as fully as it can begtdneby words z and our Author 
no otherwiſe aſſures you of it, than by citing our Churches Ar- 
ticles. But whereas you add, that this you cannet but think imp; 
eth a Liberty, nct only to believe and judg, but to do alſo according 
to what a man belizyes and judgeth ; ſarely you will find your felt 
able to think otherwiſe, when you have conſidered what ts the ne- 
cefſary and immediate conſequence of ſuch a thought, v:z. thar 
all ſuch things as Laws, are utterly inconſiſtent with allowing to 
men the Fudgment of Diſcretion, according to this large notion : 
And that therefore our Church doth fau!r;ly Symbolize with the 
Church of Rome, (in having any ſuch things as Government and 
Diſcipline. 
" You next ſay, That our Author ſpeaketh wery true as to the Topiſh 
' Rites and Ceremonies, and that thoſe in our Church are comparatively 
. few; but you much doubt whether the uſe of thoſe few was long before 
Popery appeared in the world, unleſs he means Pepery at its full growth; 
for that Myſtery of Intquity, as to Rituals, began to work wery earl). 
To this I anſwer, that the Papifs may con you great thanks for 
this paſſage, it plainly enough intimating that the Primitive Fa- 
thers and Chriſtians were for the moſt part Papiſts, tho not ful} 
grcwn Papiſts. And as to thoſe words of St. Paul, The £Myſtcry 
of Iriquity doth already work, if you can do any thing /ike proving 
that the Apoſtle meant by the Myſtery of Iniquity, which began to 
work in his days, the uſe of ſuch Rites as thoſe, you are offended 
with in cur Church, I will engage for our Author , that he ſhall 
immediately ſet up for a Nonconformiſe. 

You fay in your ThirdPage, that you cannot well underſtand how our 
£uthor ſaith,that ourChurch doth not impoſe herRites as neceſſary,unle]s 
he means as neceſſary in order to ſalvation,Yc.But doth he not exprel- 
Iy tell you what he means by neceſſary? you found'he did, if as 
rea 
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read the whole Sentence, which runs thus, pag. 4. And ſhe impoſeth 
her Rites not (as the Church of Rume does ber*s )as neceſſary, and as 
parts of Religion, but as merely indifferent and changeable things, as 
we find in her 24th Article, &c. And why Sir, did you conceal 
this part of the Sentence, and thus-ſtop at a Comma ? 

You thus proceed ; Nor do I well underitand how they are not 
made neceſſary to Salvation, when t2e non-obſertyance of them is made 
ſinful, and meritorious of a being ca#t out of the Church, &c. And 
laſſure you, that I do as little underſtand, if this be gond arguing, 
how whatſoever the King commands of his Subjects, or a Maſter 
of his Servants, is not made by them neceſſary ro /alwation, ſince 
the non-obſervance of the Lawful Commands of each, is acknow- 
/ ledged to be /iful, by all that believe theſe Precepts binding, wiz. 
Submit your [elwes to every Ordinance of man for the Lords [ake, &c. 
And Servants obey #n all things your Maſters, && And as to the 
Penalty you mention, of being ca#f out of the Church, and cut of 
from the Body of Chriit, which is the ſame- thing, it amounts to 
chus much ; That thoſe who will by no means be prevailed with 
to'conform to the Laws of the Society of which they are Mem- 
bers, ſhall be caſt out of it : which all Societies and Bodies Poli- 
tick whatſoever, have ever thought fie to have inflicted upon 
obſtinate 'T'ranſgreflors of their Laws, in order to the prefervati- 
on of themſelves, and the upholding of Government amongſt 
them : And our Author I am certain will readily grant, that none 
but Ob#tinate Tranſgreflors of the Churches Laws, and ſuch as 
are incorrigible by all other means firſt tryed, ought to be caſt 
outof the Church, and that the Sentence of  Excommunication 
ſhould never be pronounced againſt them, but as the laft Reme- 
dy : As alſo that the deſign thereof ought always to be 'the- Re- 
formation of the Otfender ( as well as for exampleto others ) ne- 
ver his D:ſfru#ion : But how does this Penalty's being made the 
Sanction of the Laws of our Church, which ordain Rites and 
Ceremonies for :Order's ſake, and the decent adminiſtration” of 
Divine Worſhip in Publick, fpeak theſe to be enjoined as nece(- 
fary to Salvation, when the non-obſervance of. any of them 
isno otherwiſe judged to be ſinful, than as-it is an Act of diſobe- 
dience to Humane Authority 3 and when this Penalty is never 
(according to the Rules of our Church ) to be inflicted, but in 
caſe of the Offenders adding contemprt'to his diſobedience 2 If 
any 
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any inſtances can be given of perſons being Excommunicated upe 
on the account of Nonconformity, wlio are humble and modeſt 
and peaceable, and that give good evidence of their willingneſs 
to comply with the Laws of their Governours, as far as they are 
able with ſafe conſciences, this I am ſure is wholly the fault of 
Perſons, not of our Con#{itution. But this obje&ion is too incon- 
{iderable to deſerve our beſtowing ſo many words upon it. 

All that follows to the bottom of your Fifth Page, wherein 
our Author is concerned, hath been replied to: And there you 
thus ſpeak. As iz England we have a Silent and a Speaking Law, 
{o we have alſo a Silent and a Speaking Church, 8:c. We know the 
DoFrine of the Church of England in the 39 Articles ;, but this i; 
but Eccleſia Muta : How many have we that will tell us, VVe are 
Eccleſia Loquens, the Living Church of England 3 and wetell you, 
&c. Here follow no fewer than thirteen Doctrines taught by thi; 
Eccleſia Loquens, coutradifory to the 349 Articles. But 

1. You have given us (we thank you) the very fir informati- 
on of this Eccleſia Loquens : But whyſUo you expect, unle(s we 
knew you better, that we-ſhould-take your bare word for it? 
Nay we have hardly that, for you do not in expreſs terms affirm, 
but ask this 2ueftion, How many bave we thattwill tell us, we are 
Eccleſia Loquens ? [And therefore it might ſuffice, to give you 
only this ſhortanſwer, Do you tell us how many, or whether 
there are any, if: you know. Surely this Church of yours is an 
Inviſible (harch ;, or, if not, none but Dyſſenters Eyes are clear 
enough to/get the leaſt glympſe of it. But the truth of it is, 
'cis amere Figment, and the very Dream of a Shadnmy. But 

12.” Whereas a:Poſitive Aſſertion of the being of ſuch a Church 
of England is implied in this Queſtion, you cannot well be other- 
wiſe underſtood, than as aflerting , that the Prevailing party of 
our Church of England Divines, have obtruded-upon the V Vorld 
this long Beadroll of Herefjes, as Articles of Faith 3 and ſo have 
turned the: Q/d Church -of England out of doors: And therefore 
yow- are. brought: to. this miſerable paſs, that yon "cannot bold 
Communion w:th this:New'Church, except you will ſeparate 
from, and bid adieu to-the Q14” And, in good earneſt, if ths be 
fo, Diſſenters are the only true Friends of the Church of Erg/and, 
as by Lay Eſtabliſhed; and r&45 Church is hugely -b/zzed to 
them for cheir Separation. - Bur. , 191, 50 91 7 : 
6 + 1 
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2. 1 am well aſſured, that you will never be able to make good 
this charge, or any part of it, againſt any number of the Divines 
of our Church. For I who know, I am confident, as many of 
them, as moſt men in England, can truly declare as follow- 
eth 

That I cannot name any one Divine of our Church, who 
teacheth your Fir/# contradictory Doctrine to the 39 Articles, 
wit, That altho we 'may not terminate our worſhip in an Image, yet 
we may boiv down and worſhip the true Ged before an Image. 

Nor your Second, vizc That departed Saints know our ſtates hf 
upon Earth, antl are praying to God for us ; and therefore ive mayffray 
to them. 

Nor know I any one of our Church, who teacheth your Third, 
Viz. That any Prieſt may abſolyve, by commiſſion from God, more than 
deelaratively. 1 mean, I know no one that maketh the Prieſt's 
Abſolution to be other in Efe# than declarative, tho it ſignifies 
morethan if pronounced by a Layman, | 

Nor your Fourth, That the Natural Body and Blood of Chriſt, 1: 
in the Elements of Bread and VVine rea!ly. Our Church-Catechiſm 
faith that, The Body and Blood of Chriſt, are werily and indeed taken 
and received by the faithful in the Lord's Supper : And | know no Di- 
vine of ours that explaineth this otherwiſe than :5zs, That belie- 
vers feed on the Body and Blood of Chriſt, in the Lord's Supper, 
as'tri/y and really as they do on the Elements ; bnt not after a 
corporal and carnal manner, but after a /piritual, viz by applying 
to themſelves the benefits of Chriſt's death by Faith. And I pre- 
ſume you will neither aſſert this to be Popjſh DoCtrine, nor deny 
that "tis tre Doctrine. 

Nor do know any one of our Divines that holds' your Fifth 
Propoſition, for it may not be called a Doctrine, wiz. That our 
Conformable Congregations are 10 better than Conventicles, where 
the Miniſter reads not the Comumimcn Service at the Altar, VVhich 
you aſlert to be tantamount to the allowing of Prayers in an Un- 
known Tongue ; becauſe in ml: tudes of Conrregations, the Pe:ple 
cannot hear a line from him. Ifay, | know of no. Divine of our 
Church, that ever aſlerted that /ucb Conrregarions'as the fore- 
mentioned, are no better than Conwes'icle.., Tice © 35 indeed 
lately a fooliſh Book publiſhed to Prove t1e. 1 Coarenricies, but 
it is ſtrongly conjeRured that 77s Book was Written by a certain 
Layman 
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Payman: And what Church he is of, I cannot ſay, nor is it a-pjyg.. 
matter to know. Bur I may as much ſuſpect him to be a Pr. 
reſtant Diſſenter, as a Popiſh, upon the ſcore of that his Poſition , 
it being nothing of kinto the allowing of Prayersf\ im. an Unknoyy 
Tengue, For (as there is not One of your Multitudes of Congre. 
gations, wherein the People cannot hear a lime from him that reads 
at the Communion Table, except you mean, wherein every 2 
of the People cannot ; for, I doubt not, tie Mayor part can in 
all where the Miniſter hath a voice to be well heard from the 
Pulpit, fo) all-chat is read is known before to thoſe who are nor 
Strangers £0 our Prayers, or at leaſt they may have Books to en- 
able them to go along with the Miniſter, whether they can, or cax- 
1 hear diſtintly one ſentence from him. 

Nor do I know any one of our Divines that hath ever taugy 
vour 6:4 Doftrine, That whole Chriſt is under each Elem: : 
which you intimate is the only foundation on which the Sacrilegions 
. Romiſh Pra#ice ftands. But if I could believe that Doctrine to 
be true, I ſhould notwithſtanding judg it an intolerable thing to 
refuſe the Cup tothe Laity, againtt the expreſs Inſtitution of our 
Lord. 

Nor know I any Divine of our Church guilty of the 7th parti 
cular of your Charge, viz. That there are thoſe who interpret the 
Ten Commandments (0 as that he who will ever be ſawed muſt do a 
great many works of ſupererogation. And if I did know any one 
thatſo interpreted the Commandments, as to make any oe ſuch 
work neceſſary to Salvation, I would not call him a. Papi#t for it, 
but an Ignoramus , Who underſtands not the word Supererogati» 
03, 
Nor know I any-one that teacheth Original Sin, (thereby under- 
ſtanding Corrwpticn of Nature) to be rather our Misfortune than ut 
Fault; which is your 8:4 DoArine. 

'Nor conſequently, hat Concupiſcence is no ſin, Which is yout 
9th. # 

Nor your 10th, That man hath a power in his on will to chuſt 
and do what is ſpiritually good ; (1. e. ) without the Aſſiſtance ot 
Divine Grace : And ith this Aſſiſtance 1 hope you Diſſenters do 
all hold ir. [ 
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Nor know | any one of our Divines who teacheth, That we are 
net accounted righteous before God (or Juſtified) only for the Merits 
of Chriſt : that 15, that *there 18 any other Meritorious cauſe of 
our Juſtification beſtes the Active and Paſſive obedience of 
Chriſt. 

Nor your 11h, That we ave not fuſtified by Faith aloe : Un- 
derſtanding by Faith, not a dead but a /iving Faith, that purifies 
the heart, and works by love. 

Not your 12th, Toar good works muſt go before juttification, and 
are not the fruits of Faith, but Faith it ſelf. For | know no one 
of our Church that aſſerts more than rhis, That a ſincere Reſoluti- 
on toobey all God's Commandments muft, in order of nature, 
go before Juſtihcation, 

Nor your 13th, That there is no Eternal Predeftinatibn of perſons 
tolife, and the means tending thereunto. I know of none of our 
Church that have ever taught this DoCrine, as you have expre(- 
ſed it : nor any worle than r9is, That Eternal Prediſtination to 
life is not Jrreſpe&#:ve or Ab/olute; Which no Article of our Church 
ſaith it is. And Abundance of you Ds/enters hold this Dofrine, 
as'well as Church of England men. 

And thus have I gone over all the Doctrines contradiftory to 
the 39 Articles, taught by your Eccleſia Laquens; your:, I ſay, for 
ſhe is not ours : and I declare again, that I know of no Divine 
of our Church, that teacheth or holdeth ſuch DoArines. If you , 
know any, as one wonld think you do very many, I pray name 
them. You ſay, we ſpare any names im theſe caſes: but be you en- 
treated not to ſpare them. Bur if you wor't be prevailed with, 
we ſhall very ſhrewdly guels at the reaſon. 

Sir, to deal freely with yon, Icannot but wonder at your ad- 
regturing into the V Vorld this other Celeuſma : fince the Author 
of the former had ſo il] ſucceſs, and muſt needs have repented 
him heartily of that Undertaking. All that have conſideratively 
read his Anſwerer, I am confident arc convinced, that after a 
Great Cry, Little V//o:ll appeared : or rather none at all. Nor 
can ſuch be ignorant, what fu! play was uſed to make our Li- 
vines of the Church of £E»g/and broach Hercſie. And I doubr 
notbut-you your ſelf have bluſhed at it, if vou have ever read 

the Paralle/a imparia ; tive Specimen {idei Celen/maiica, Could 
you catch vs thus dealing with the Books of yo.r Authors, as ovrs 
B 2 have 
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have been dealt wich by chat Author, and ſome: others that mighe 
be named, we ſhonld at anerber kind of rate have been expoley, 
than they have been. 

Bur, Sir, for God's ſake, let us make as much Conſtience of 
vile Calumny, than which there 1s not a more exprel(s Tran: 
greſſion of the Law of God, nor of the very Light of Nature, 
as of Obedience to Authority in ſuch things as no Divine Law 
can be produced againſt ; and nothing but ſtrained and far-terchr 
Confequences.. And, for God's ſake allo, let us at length be per- 
{waded to have ſo great a concern for our common Religion, as 
to gireover expoſing it by ſuch unchriltian doings, to the Scorn 
and.Deriſion of our Common Enemy. 

But I cannot take my leave of this heavy Charge of yours, till 
I have asked you, what you infer from thence, on ſuppoſition 
you can make good proof of it? It is plain your defignin all 
this talk, is to juſtifie, if not a zora!, yer a partial Separation, 

You do indeed (to conceal nothing of. your Candour) 

| P. 7. after all acknowledge, || That yeu are wery far from 

thinking that there are not multitudes of Holy and Learned 

men inour Eccleſia Loquens, that im theſe things are of another 

ind : And therefore, '| hope, you will not excuſe Separation 
from their Churches. 

Nay you ſay, * That hundreds of the Speaking Church are, «: 

we believe,as far from ſymbolizing with the Church of Rome, 

*-P. 9. (you mean in DoArine ) as the Articles ; And that jn this 
thing a Separation frem the Silent,as well as this part of the 
Speaking Church,muſt needs be highly Sinful .And in thus declaring, 
you condemn the generality of thoſe that Separate ; it being well 
known that Communion with thoſe whom you will acknowlede 
to be Orthodox Divines, and thoſe which you account Heterodox, is 
much alike boggled at. But I fear, when all is done, you con- 
demn only ſeparation in Heart from theſe Orthodox men; your 
Undertaking in your 8:4 Page makes me fear this, viz. That all 
the Valuable perſons in Presbyterian and Independent Congregations, 
jball giveany reaſonavle aſſurance, that they are not in Heart divided 
from a Single Perſon, in the Church of England, that ſpeaketh i» mat- 
ters concerning Doctrine , as our Church doth in ber Articles : But 
if you think that all the Communion you are obliged to hold 
with 7heſe Diyines, is only .that of the Hear: ; that is, we w- 
thLEM 
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them Orthodox, and Icvirg them as fach, bat a!low it to he [aw- 
ful, to refuſe to worſhip God with them, nay and not ſo much 
as to hear them, we thank you for nothing. - '1 his is ſuch Church- 
Communion 2s will well confiſt with rendirg and tearing the 
Church in pieces, 

But I pray do not think that all chis whi'e I take it for granted, 
that "tis lawful to ſeparate from the Congregations of thuſe Di- 
vines whom we take to be in fome points Heterodox. Nay upon 
ſuppoſition that your Eeccle/iz Loquens did as generally depart from 
the Do@trine of our Church, as the Phari/ees in our Sawicurs time 
did from the Law of Moſes, I ſhall be far from granting that Se- 
paration from their Congregations is lawful, except there be a 
conſtraint laid upon us to ſubſcribe to their Heterodox Opinions, 
till you can prove that our Saviour allowed of the Fews Separa- 
tion from the Phariſees 3 which you never can, but the contrary 
who cannot ſhew ? He bad his Di'ciples indeed, to beware of the 
Leavin of the Phariſees ; and fo arewe to beware of the Leaven of 
ſuch Heterodox Teachers; but not fo to beware of it, as not to 
come Within their Chnrches ; for that 7hat caution of our Savi- 
our is not to be ſo interpreted, appears not only from his own 
practice ( who was far from being a Separatiſt from the Jewiſh 
Temple or Synagogues ) and by what he faith, Aar. 24. 2, 2. 

In the laſt Paragraph of your 9/h Page, you retutn to ſpeak 
more direly to our Author: And firſt you refle(t upon theſe words 
n his Book, p. 24: But ! amo far from taking it for granted, that 
a Church is guilty of Sin in agreeing in ſome indifferent things with 
the Church of Rome, that I muſt needs profeſs, I bave often wondered 
bow this ſhould become a Queſtion: Seeing whatſoever ts of an indiſÞe- 
rent nature, as it is not commanded, /o neither 1s it forbidden by 
any Moral cr Poſutive Law ; and where there is no Law, there is no 
Tranſgreſſion, &c, To this you ſay, that zt is an cbwicres begging the 
queſtion. And it might be ſo,if our Author ſfope here; bur he 74:15 
proceeds : And whereas c:rtain ciremwmſtances will make things, that 
in themſelves are neither Duties nor Sins, to be either Duties or Sin, 
and to fall by Conſequence under ſome Divine Command or Prohi- 
bition, I have admired how this Circumſtance of an indifferent thing's 
being nſed by the Church of Rome, can be thought to alter the nature 
of that thing, and make it ceaſe to be indiffer:nt and beceme [inful. $0 
that this is the Ob470vs meaning of our Author's words, that by 
bat 
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hath wondered how it ſhonld become a Queſtion, Whether x 
Church may lawfully agree in ſome'things with the Church of 
Reme, which the Law of God hath not forbidden: And whereas 
ſome things that are not forbidden-by the Law of God dire&#!y, are 
not withſtanding forbidden thereby Con/equerrially, he hath admi- 
red how the mere Circumſtance of a thing's being praiſed by the 
Church of Rome, can ſpeak it to be forbidden by God's Law Cx. 
ſequentially. And then he immediately betakes himſelf to the 
conſideration of ſome of thoſe Laws given to the T/raelites, that 
prohibit their imitating the Doings of the Egyptians and Canaa- 
nites, Which are urged by Nonconformilts, to prove it unlawful 
to imitate the Church of Rome in things of a mere indifferent na- 
ture, and that chat circumſtance of their being praiſed by ht 
Church makes them ceaſe to be indifferent, and to become Sin- 
ful: And endeavours to ſhew. that rh cannot with any ſhew of 
reaſon be gathered from theſe Laws. 

And how, 1 pray, is this an Obvious begging of the Lueſticn 
Which is, Wherher a Church's ({1mbolizing, or agreeing in ſome thing, 
with-the Church of Rome, be a warrant for ſeparation from the 
{hurch ſo agreeing ? This I fay, is the Queſtion which our Author 
handles. 

*D, 10 But you next zake a Queſtion for him, and ſay it is 

this, * IVbether a thing in its own nature indifferent, be ſtil! 
incifferent as to Chriſtians uſe in Gods worſhip, when it hath been onc: 
uſed in Idolatrous Services ; if the uſe of it b? neither Naturally 
neeeſſary to the Worſhip of God, as it is an humane A, nor ſuitable 
to the Ends of it, nor ſuch without which it cannot in common julg- 
ment be decently performed ? but our Author much ore wonders 
how his ſhould become a Queſtion, than how that of his 2» 
propounding ſhould. For 

Firſt, "There are Three apparent Contradictions in it. It being 
a contraviction to ſay concerning the /ame thing, that it is in 77 
own nature indifferent, and yet naturally neceſſary to the Wo-ſlip 
God, as it is an humane Af. It being /o too, to ſay of the /am? 
thing, that *tis 7» its own nature indifferent, and yet unſuitable to 
the Ends of Divine Worſhip, It being a contradiction again, 0 
ſay of the ſoz: thing, thar "tis in its own nature indifferent, and 
yet ſuch as without which the Worſhip of God cannot in common jug- 
ment be decently performed, For you muſt mean by things im ther 
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my nature indifferent ,. things that are /o in Divine We:rſhip: for. 
otherwiſe, you trifle egregiouſly in putting ch; Queſtion, or make 
your Nencenformiſts (o to do, for whom you put it. But you 
abuſe them, if you do ſo + for :hat which divers of them do aflerr, 
and which occaſioned our Author's Reſo/uticn of the Caſe of Sym 
tolizing, &C. is this ; That things which might otherwiſe be law ully 
uſed in the Worſhip of God, do become unlawful, by their having been 
abuſed' in Idolatrows or Superſtticus Services. And /ome of them 
do-underſtand th ina more limited and reitrained ſenſe (as onr 
Author hath ſhewed ) than orhers of them do. 

Secondly, As this Queſtion is put, you are ſure to have no Ad- 
verlaries- For who ever doubted whether a thing be unlawful in 
the Worſhip of God, that is Unſuitable to the Ends ther eof, whe- 
ther this thing hath been abuſed or no in Idolatrous Services ? 

Now, having thus ſtrangely put the Queſtion, you proceed to 
ſhew, that from thence will follow ſeveral things, as things out of 
controverſie betwixt rs, And 1 perceive you are very cautious 
herein of reviving a certain O/d4 Controverſie among your felves, 
viz. Whether cur Old Churches, Bells and Fonts, &Cc. may ſtill be u- 
ſed. For you thus word your :hird particular wherein we arc 
agreed, viz. That things of mere conventency fer a Religions Ain, 
for the Service of the Ends of it may be uſed, tho Idolaters bavenſed 
thelike ( you are ſhy, I perceive, of ſaying the /ame) /o as none 
ſeruple the uſing of Churches to meet in, &c. You ſay not, none ſcru- 
ple the uſing of the Od Churches which were built by Papilſts. 

In your next Page, you tell our Author, that you 

think that, * Zanchy's Rale is at leaſt Safeſt, and that *P.xx 
he knows that, in dubizs anime tutior pars eſt eligenda. 
Bur I think yon might have Engliſht it better than thus, in matters 
of Sing the Safeſ? part is always to be preferred. For in matters of 
&", or finſul matters in my filly judgment there is no ſafeſt part 
to be preferred. 

Next you poſitively aſlert, that in matters of Divine Worſhip, if 
the things uſed by Idolaters be not neceſſary, both the abuſe and the uſe 
alſo ought to be aboliſhed. And you ſay, you cannot underftand what 
elſe is the meaning of the Apoſtle in that his Application of the 
words feund, Pſal.2.4. 3. in1Cor. 10.28.viz. If any man ſay unto you, 
this us offered in Sacrifice unto Idols ; Eat not, for hs ſake that ſhewed 


it, and for Conſcience ſake : For the Earth the Loris and the far 
neſs 
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'ne's thereof, &c. That tis (you ſay ) you ſhall not need to ſtarve, tho 
you do n1t eat 'of that meat,&c.To thisl anſwer, That ourAuther hath 
freely acknowledged, page 26. That a'l things of an mdifferent 
nature, that have formerly been abuſed to Idolatry, or Superſtition, 
cupht to be taken away by the Governours, woenſoever they find their 
People inclined again ſoto abuſe them: At leaſt, if ſuch abuſe canna; 
probably be prevented by other means. But our Author utterly de. 
nies, that thoſe Rites which our Church retaineth, that have been 
abuſed, and are ſtill, by the Chnrch'of Rome, have been ob. 
ſerved to be any Temptation to Idolatry, or to the embracing of 
Pepery. And therefore there is ( upon this ſuppoſition ) no Ar- 
gument to be drawn from that Text, againſt the finfulneſs of uſing 
thoſe Rites : becauſe the Apoſtle there forbids the Srrong Chriſti. 
an the eating of that meat which a Weak Chriſtian ſhall inform 
him, was a portion of an 1do/-ſacrifice, for this reaſon, /eſt he br 
confirmed in, or betrayed to, the ſin of Idolatry by bis example, not 
rightly underſtord by him. And conſequently this Chriſtian is ſup. 
poſed to be ſucha weak one, as would be in danger of making 
this ill uſe of his Example; as being but lately converted from 
Paganiſm, and not yet ſufficiently inſtructed in the precepts of 
Chriftianity. Itis manifelt from the immediately following vere, 
that the Apoſtle forbiddeth the eating of meat offered to Ido!s upon 
this ſole account : For ſaying in the former verſe, Eat net for hi 
ſake that ſhewed it, and for Conſcience ſake, he adds in the latter, 
that he means not that he ſhould forbear ſor the ſake of his own 
Conſcience, but only for the ſake of the others Conſcience. lf 
therefore you can prevethat theſe Rites of our Church are Tep- 
rations toany of its Members to go over to the Romiſh Church, or 
to commit 14olatry ſtill continuing therein, you ſhall be ſo far from 
being oppoſed by our Author, that he'll heartily join with you 
in endeavouring by all lawful means to have them aboliſhed ; on 
ſuppoſition that the Temptation cannot otherwiſe be taken away. 
But 1 defire you, by the way, to take notice, that it is not the 
Deſign of his Book ( which you could not but /ee, tho you would 
ſeem not to ſee it) to plead for the continuance of thele Rites ( as 
innocent and harmleſs things at /eaft as he takes them to be ) but 
only to perſwade Ditlenters not to ſeperate from our Church up- 
on the account of /uchShings ; _ to ſhew that their havirg 
been abu/ed is no juſt ground for Separation. And, having _ 
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ed you of 5s, Tſhall not need to tell yon, that the other Old- 
Teſtament Text, which you have added to thoſe which be hath 
replied to, is alledged very impertinently : which yer we'll beſtow 
rwo or three Words in anfwer to. 

But firſt let us ſee what vou yrep/y to what he fairhto 
theſe Texts. You ſay, * you cannot pr{ſibly get» leave of AP. 12. 
your ſelf ( conſidering under what terms of Divine Abhor- 
rence God every where mentioneth  Idolatry in Holy Wrir, * ) :0 
be of toe mind of our Author, that the Texts, Lev. 19. 2. Deurt. 14. 1. 
Lev. 19.19 are merely to be enderſtood of things in themſclwues exul. 
Nor, by the way, is our Asthor of that mind, for he acknow- 
ledgeth, ppg- 27. that the things forbidden in the /a/? of theſe pla- 
ces are things of ſo indifferent a nature, that none can be more idiffe- 
rent. But, he asks, 2vhere it is /aid, that theſe things were forbidden 
becauſe the Heathens uſed them ? And he addeth, that 1hs Maimo- 
nides/aith that the Egyptians «ſed theſe Mixtures of Seeds, and 
of Linnen and Wollen iz many of therr Magical Exp/oits, yet *tis 
miverſally acknowledged, that theſe things, among many others, were 
forbidden to the |ews, as Myſtical inſtructions in Moral duties. But 
to thzs you are perfectly f/ent. But why cannat you be of our 
Author's mind, as to the two other Texts ?* You ſay, The follow- 
ing part of the Chap. Lev. 18. gives ſome colour tv interpret that 
place of things morally evil ; yet, why are they forbidden under the 
notion of things done after the doings of the Egyptians and th Canaa- 
nites ? | anſwer, becauſe they were the dmg: of thoſe people, 
whom they were exceedingly prone to imitate, even in their 
greateſt Immoralities : And this is a ſufhcient Anſwer. 7hen you 
tell us, Nor is Det. 14- 1. or Lev. 19. 8. capable of ſuch a ſenſe. 
enctour Author ſaith not a word of Lev. 19. 8. for *tis verſe the 
19th that he ſpeaks to, and ( as hath been ſaid already ) he ne- 
ver ſaith that in this place the things forbidden are morally ew, 
but the contrary. But as to thoſe things forbidden in Dev7. 14. 1, 
be ſheweth that they are morally evil ; nor 1s your bare ſaying, 
that that p!ace is nor capable of ſuch a ſenſe, a confutation of him. 

And now we come to the Text, which you detire 
your Author to conſider, in theſe words. Þf Kut becauſe + Þ. 12. 
our Author tells us, he can find no other Texts, that make 
more, if ſo much, for this purpoſe, I ſhall deſire yor,, Sir, but to 
<onfider Hoſ. 2. 16, 17, And it ſhall be at that day, faith the” Lord, 

G tha; 
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You proceed to tell us, That our Famous Reformers by i; 
Spirit of Frophecy have lamented the probable future ſtate (you ſhould 
have ſaid the certain future ſtate, if they were aQed by the Sj. 
ri: of Prophecy) of thoſe Churches, that have retained any Net Eggs 
belonging to theſe Old Birds. What Religion is come to the Saxon an} 
arvers other Lutheran Churches, we _ not tell our Author ; what i 
ceming among 1s, timewill ſheyy. But noconſiderative man need; 
to be told, Sir, that if we ſhould be ſo miſerable as to have Pg. 
pery again prevail in this Kingdom, weare not to thank our Lityr. 
£y, Or Our Retes and Ceremontes for it, as the true caule. thereof 
but our as Unreaſonable as Unchriſtian Diviſions, and our being 
crumbled into ſo many Sets and Parties, which have extreamly 
weakened our Church ; which, were ſhe as a City united within 
ber ſelf, would ſtill be, no doubt, as impregnible a bulwark a- 
gainſt the Atſaults of the Roma»;ſs as ſhe hath (God be thankeq) 
hitherto been. And for this reaſon alone, tho theſe Diviſions tend. 
ed tonoother Miſchief ( as ſeveral other great and lamentable 
ones are produced by-them) I would not for all the work fall 
under the guilt of- having contribated to them, by inſtilling ſuch 
prejudices into the minds of People as might cauſe them to with. 
draw from the Communion of our Church, and embody them- 
ſelves in ſeparate Congregations. 

Pag.15. You n:xt reply to what our Author faith in reference 
to Hezekia?'s breaking in pieces the Brazen Serpent, in his 3 5:1 Page. 
And whereas he ſaith, ' | 

1. That zr was nt on!y a thing defl'ed in Idolatrous Services,but 
was male? an Idol it (elf. You reply, but n1 more than the Croſs, 
or the Pittare of the Virgin Mary, 1s at this day made by the Papilts 
I anſwer, doyon ſhew.if you can, waat Papi; have mad: an 
I1g'of an ArrialSignof the Crs. And as to the Piure of "tie 
Virgin MH iry, 15 that o1e of our Ceremonies ? 

z OarAuthor ſaith that the Braves Serpent was at rba7 time 
atia'ly uled as an idol, You reply, S518 the Croſs by the Pap:fs. 
Þut 15 this an Anſwer? You know the only prrrzamnt Anſuer 
woul} nave been, thatitis made uweof as an [4 by Church of 
E»g/aud men, as the Brizen Serpent was by Few:, Burt this 15 (9 
ſar trom being riley thatehere is nd Crols uſed am112s zo, tut was 
e-er mide an [dv/, or Obyett of Worſhip, by the Paniits 
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3. Onr Anthor ſaith, That the Jews were generally lapſed into 
ths Tdolartry, You reply, /o are the Papiſts aniver/ally. Eur if 
you would ſpeak to the purpoſe. you ſhould have ſaid, and prov- 
ed, that ſo are Chutch of Eng/and-mey, either univerſally or 
generally. 

4. Our Author faith, that here was little hope of rec/aiminy the 
Jews any cther way. You ſay, there u as little bepe of rec/a.ming 
the Papiſts from their (delatry of 15+ Croſs. Bur 1 will not a third 
time repeat the ſame Anſwer. Only | wllask whether there be - 
any hope of reclaiming the Papi; from their Idolitry by cur 
laying aſide our Ceremonies ? 

5. Our Author faith, that a/:ho the Brazen Serpent hd b:en 2 
thing only defiled in Idlatromus Services, yet we freely vrant, that it 
ought to have been deſtroyed, or removed cut of the peoples ſight, if 
the continuance of it in their view were like to be a ſnare to them, 
and a temptation $0 Idolatry. You reply, may not the /;he by laid 
if what Difſenters p/ez4 againſt? Bur you have been a!ready 
told, that the like may no: be ſaid, with any colour or ſhew of 
reaſon. 

6. Our Author faith. That if Hezekiah had let it fond, tri- 
vate perſons might have made uſe of it, to put them in mind of the 
oudrful mercy of God, expreſſed by it to their Fore fathers. his 


. you acknowledg, but ſay, that the Queſtion at preſent under cur de- 


bate is, whether Hezekiah might lawfully have let it tand, and ree 
moved it into the Temple ? whether his ſetting it up by the Ark, or 
Mercy-Seat wou!d have purged i:* But for ſhame, Sir, do not fay 
that this is the Queſtion in debate between us. 

In your 16:h Page, you expreſs very great offence, at thoſe 
next words of our Author, Pag. 36. And much more right they 
bave lawfully continned in the (ommunicn of the Church, > 1:7 as 
there was no conſtramt Jaid upon them, to juin with thum in their 
idolatry. But you leave our What follows, Viz. as 26 do not read 
ef any that ſeparated from the Church, while the Brazen Serpent 14s 
permitted to ſtand, as wofully abuſed, as it was, by the Generdl cy. 
and do you find that the Pious Fews did feparare upon this ac- 
ccunt? Orif they did not, will you ſay that they were guilty 
of Sin? For wy part, I dare not ſay (© ; nor that it would be 
afin now, not to ſeparate from our Church, tho our Governours 
Were fo remiſs as not to Excommunicate 14e/aters, if fuch _ 
foun 
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1. Noth it argue that «vr people are more dewoutly inclined, 
than the Fews were, becauſe they are not ſo inclined to 1do/atr? 
Men that have nothing of Devotion in their tempers, may have 
no inclnartion art all ro ſome certain Vices. Bur I need only to 
ask you, Whether the Turks be a dewonter ſort of People than 
the few; then were, or whether the Fes be more devout now, 
than they were rhen £ becauſe (as every body knows) they 6; 
have at preſent not only no imclmation, but the greateſt abburrenes 
ro 'dolatry, and ſo have had for many ages. ” 

2. VVhar if the Fews had more miraculous Operations among 
them, &c doth it thence follow, that we muſt therefore be necel. 
ſarily as much inclined to idolatry, as they were ? Why then 
are not the Turks as much inclined,or the preſent Fews, who have 
no more Miraculous Operations among thers, than we have among 
us ? 

3. VVhat tho our hearts be as bad by nature, as the hearts of 
fhe Ancient Fews were, mult we needs be therefore as much inclin- 
to [dolatryas they were ? Why then, I ack again, are not the 
hearts of the Turks and Medern Fews as much inclined thereunto! 
And yet[ fear the hearts of each of thele are no better by na- 
ture, than rheirs were, ButIam almoſt aſhamed to make-any 
reply to ſuch talk as this. And how, Sir, is it, that you can per- 
{wade your felf hs to objet, againſt ſo plain a matrer of fat, 
asno one can be p/ainer, or more indiſputable ? 

But in what follovs, you ſuppoſe that we bawe a greater antipa- 
thy ro Popery now, than we had formerly,tho you do not grant 
it; and then add, that if /o, you fear the Iriſh Rebellion, and the 
Fire of London and other places, have more contributed to it, than 
peoples m atural inclinations to true Worſhip, or averſion from Idolatr) 
VVell, let the cauſe thereof be what it will, if we hawea greater 
Ant pathy, that's as much as our Author allerted : ke did not 
aſſign the cauſe of it, 

Bur, | pray, did yon obſerve any greater inclination of Popery 
before the Fire of London, than you now obſerve? Or berorethe 
Iriſh Reb-llion either, if you are (o old as to be able ſo early ro make 
Oblervations? 1 may ask too, What hath made the fo often men- 
tioned Turks or Modern Fer's to be ſo exceedingly averle to Ido- 
latry,thar the [rſh Rebellion, and Fire of London mult needs make 
«; 10, and nothing elle ? N 

y 


(19) 


By this time, I hope you need not to be told the reaſen, which 
you ſay you underitand not, why there is net a neceſſity fer the keep- 
ing as wide a diftance between Proteſtants and Papiſts, as God ap- 
pointed ſhculd be kept beraween the Jews, and the Egyptians. Thol 
willlay you a wager, you cannot prove that there is not as great 
a diſtance in Rites and Ceremonies between our Church and the 
Church of Rowe, as there was by Divine Appointment between 
the Fews and the Eg yprians. And Pl] lay you another, that there 
is a greater than was by Divine Approbatiun between the Fews 
and diversof the Heathen Nations. 

The next Page, wiz. the 14th, containeth nothing but what 
hath been already fully anſwered ; or what is ſo rrif{:ny asnot to 
deſerve the leaſt conſideration. 

In your 15th Page, you ſay that eur Authur cannot but know 
ihat Calvin, P. Martyr, and Zanchy, and others of our Famous firſt 
Refurmers, have ſaid much more againſt the retaining unneceſſary 
things abuſed to Idolatry, than he can bringto teſtify any of their Ap- 
probaticn of them. But, in the mean time, 1 perceive you are 
rery willing to have it thought, that Mr. Calvin made no bones of 
contradicting himſelf; tho we beg your pardon for not believing 
* it; till you are pleaſed to cire thoſe pallages wherein he doth ſo. 
Methinks you might have favoured us with ce at leaſt, in oppo- 
ſition to thoſe many our Author hath cited. But why ſhould you 
be ſo altogether ſilent too, in the quoting of your ether Authors? 
but if you had been never fo copzeus herein, except you could 
have brought them in pleading for the Lawfulneſs of Separation 
upon the account of the Rites Retained in our Church, which are 
abuſed by the Papiſts, you cannot but be aware that all your 
Quotations had been »othing to the purpoſe of confuting our 
Author. But you are fo far from being able to lo hs, that you 
cannot find them ſo much as pleading againſt rhe Lawfulneſs of 
Miniſterial Conformity. But, on the other hand, I preſume you 
need not be told, that divers of them have declared their Judg- 
ments for it : Nor that Zanchy particularly, at the ſame time en- 
deavoured to perfwade Queen Elizabeth to moderate the urging 
of Ceremonies, and to perſwade the Mini#ters not to ſtand it 
out againſt her Majeſty's pleaſure, if ſhe could not be prevailed 
with. And this he faith he did by the advice of his Prince, and 
many Meniſters. 

You 
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that thou ſhalt call me Tſbi, and ſhalt call me no more Baali, For] 
will take away ihe names of Baalim out of her mouth; and they 
ſhall no more be remembred by their name. Now upon this Text you 
ſay, That Baali was a wery good name, if we conſider it in its ſelf, 
what doth it fignifie more than my Lord? Adonai & of the ſame ſy. 
nification, by which name it was never walawful to call God : Bur 
becauſe the Idol was called Baal, Ged ahborred it \, tho he allowed 
bimſclf to be called by another name of the ſame ſignificancy. Ny 
will I believe orr Author himſelf cexns that it was lawful for th: 
Jews to apply themſelves to God under the name of Baali, Now be- 
cauſe you lay ſo much weight upon this Text, you ſhall have 
the fuller Anſwer. And, 

1. [ ſay that God doth not inthe former verſe give the Je; 
a Prohibition no more to call him Baali, but makes them a graci- 
ous Promiſe that they ſhall not. *Tis plain by what goes before, 
that the words are a Promz/e, wiz. by the two foregoing verſes: 
wherein God promiſeth them to ceaſe from plaguing them for 
their Idolatry, ( that is, upon their true Repentance) and to give 
them again happy days. And rhen he faith, Thou ſhalt call me 
Iſhi, and ſhalt call me no more Baali, That is, thou ſhalt call me . 
no more by a name of Fear as V9 was, but by a name of 
Lowveas WN is, this ſignifying Sponſzes Benignres, but that, Durns & 
irnperioſuis Maritus, or Dominus (ach as Baa! was to his Worſhip- 
pers, as the Criticks will tell you. Which is as much as to lay, 
there ſhall no more be an occaſion given you from my ſevere 
uſage of you, tocall me by a name that ſignifies, a harſh Lord,or 
he would not be to them like ſuch a Lord as Baal was, but he 
would ſhew them the kindneſs of a tenderly loving Husband, for 
the time to come. 

' 2, It is manifeſt that God's meaning was not, that they ſhould 
never uſe that word Baal, becauſe Idolaters uſed it, and an Ido! was 
calle] by that name ; for then they might not uſe the name ah 
neither, becauſe the Heathen; uſed the name*I:w. Nor wonld God 
have called himſelf by the name of Baal, as you will find he 
does, 1/a. 54. 5. if youconſult your Hebrew Bible, as that word 
ſignifies no more than Husband. | 

3. Whereas it follows in the next verſe, For I wi!l take away 
the names of Bralim out of her mouth ; and they ſhall no moxe be re- 
wembred by their name. The following Criticks do give ſuch a 
ſenſe 
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fenſe of them as wil! nat in the leaſt favor your purpoſe. This 
is Liveleins's, In the ren»vation of the Church, Ilolatry ſhall b: ab0- 
liſhed. Calvin's is, I will cauſe my prople to cat away all their Lies, 
ad to be content with the pure Dottrine of my Law, The Expoſiti- 
on of Vatab/u; is this, By Baalim God underit ands the various Ima- 
ges of Baal, which had various names according to the places where- 
in they wereerefted ; as there were many Jupiters among the Hea- 
thens. And whereas you ſay, becauſe the 14ol was called Paal, 
God abborrod that nam?, I muſt needs tell you, that to think God 
can abhor a good name merely becauſe of its having been given 
to an Idol, ſpeaks a childiſh notion and opinion of that Infinitely 
perfect being- 

But after all this, let us ſuppoſe that God here forbad the Fews 
to call himſelf for the future by the name of Baa/; this will not 
inthe leaſt affeft our Author ; for if it were ſo, it could be only 
upon the account of their vehement inclination to the worſhip of 
the 1s! Baal; and therefore they might not take his name into 
their mouths, that ſo they might not be tempted, by uſing ir, to 
worſhip him again: but our Author hath ſaid enough to convince 
you, that there is not the leaſt app:arance of an Argument to be 
fetched from hence, againſt the {awfulnes of our Ceremmies, Or 
to prove, that ſince they were uſe1 without any 14o/{atry or Super- 
fition by the Ancient Fathers , before they were abuſed by the 
Apoſtate Church of Rome, they may not return to their firlt uſe, 
the Id-latry and S4p-rtition being perfettly removed : And more- 
over, n2 danger ariſing from the uſing of them, to the Members 
of our Church, of returning to Popery. 

eut in your * next Page, you find fault with our 
Author for aſſerting, as he doth in his 28:5 Page; *P. 13. 
That there is no ſuch incl:mation in the Members of our 
Church to go ov:r to that of Rome ( nor hath any ſuch inclinati n 
been ob/ervyed, ever ſince the Reformation ) as 2s un the Jews, to 
the Superſtitions and Id latrous prattrces of the Heathens. But need 
| ſhew yon the impertinency of your Ar/er to this paſſige ? 
which is this, that rhe p2op/e now are more dewout!y inclined, ] very 
much doubt ;, I am ſure they had much mire realm ten than now, to 
be averſe tot 1 hawinzs more miraculu; Operation: -pwd extraordinary | 
appearances of God to them, than we can pretend 10, And I am ſure 
the bearts of all are by nature now, as bad as then. Bur, 
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found therein ; any more than it is ſo, upon the account of Pro- 
miſcuons Congregations, and Mixt Communzions : As the Worthy per- 

ſon that publiſhed the Reſolution of that Caſe, hath clearly pro- 
ved, and proved too that it is Un/aw/sl to ſeparate upon that 

pretence. But you ſay, you can never velieve thy, till ſome can 

rove to you, that a Wife may lawfully, contrary to the command if 
her Husband, ſay in a Family of \horemongers, provided that 
ſhe be nor compelled to play the Whore. 1 anſwer, that a Wife may 
not lawfully, tho her Husband hath not expreſly forbidden it, ſtay 
in a Family conſiſting who/ly of Whoremongers, except to bear 
her Hasband company, and in that caſe it is her duty to ſtay. 

But where hath Chriſt forbidden us to Communicate With a 
Church out of which Idolaters are not ejeted, tho ldolatry be 
not enjoined? You ſay he hath done it in choſe words, Rev. 18. 4.— 
Come out of her my people, but I pray read on, andiyou have an 
anſwer, that ye be not partaker of her ſins, and that ye receive not 
(viz. by partaking of her ſins) of her plagues; and moreover, I pre- 
ſume you will acknowledg, that the Baby/on which the Chriſtians 

were commanded. to come ont of , is the Idolatrous Church of 
Rome: But I need not acquaint you, that you cannot continue - 
in this Church, except you will your ſelf alſo be an 1dolater. 

But I will not ſtand to diſpute this point with you, it being no- 
thing to the buſineſs of our Author's Book; and all he aſſerts as 
to this matter, doth amount to no more than thx, That we are 
not obliged to renounce Communion in pure Ordinances, with 
ſuch as we know to be guilty of 14o/atry, when it les not in our 
power to keep them away. 

And now you.have .brought me to our Anthor's Third Head of 
Diſcourfe, wiz. That the Agreement which is between the Church ff 
England, 2nd the Church of Rome, is im no wiſe ſuch, as will make 
Communion with the Church of England unlawful. 

You fay, Page 17th, That if cur Author had ſaid all Communion, 
(viz. with the Church of England) #5. not unlawful, you bad fully 
concurred with bim ; b lteving that this Church cannot be juſtly charg- 
ed with Idolatry, and that ſum? communion may, and ought to be held 
with any Church that is nn (ocharged. If you mean by /ome Com- 
munion, a not being divided in heart, as you before expreſs it, l 
fay again, we thank you for nothing ; the Commanion which 
aur Author pleads for, being (as your (ſelt oblerves in your ficſt 
| Paye 
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Page) chi:fly Commanion in Worſhip. But you proceed, faving » 


but as he hath laid it, I cannot agree with it. TÞ am 1+ (17 bad 
communion with the Jewiſh Courch, and I believe be ha! /-, 112 all 
as of worſhip of bis Fathers In:titution; and I am as ſure \: (1d 19 
communion with them in th: Traditional part of their Worſl::>, as I 


am, that he would nt h:m/elf pratiſe, what he condemned [1 |:yere+ 
]y. But are you not as ſure that our bleſſed Lord had Commu- 
nion with the Fewiſh Church in all afts of Worſhip in/it»red by 
his Father, as you are that he had »o Communion with them m 
the 7-aditional part of their VVorſhip? Iam ſure, that in the 

5rmer part of that ſaying you are too too cautious, and in the 
latter not ſo cautious as you ought to have been : For you may 
be ſure of the contrary to What you afhrm fo pcſitively, when 
you have conſidered, that our Lord could not have fo freely 
been admitted ito the Temple, had he not obſerved divers Tradi- 
tions or Canons of the E/ders, without complying with which 
none might come thither. 1 ſhall not ſtand to inſtance in parti- 
calars, but refer you to Dr. Leightfoot*'s Temple Service, Pag. 115, 
to1209. And again, you may yet be more ſure of the contrary, 
when you have conſidered, how our Lord complied with Zewiſh- 
Traditions, in the celebration of the Paſſover z and ſuch too as al- 
tered certain circumlitances preſcribed in its Firſt Injtirution. Par- 
ticulariy, his ordering the Preparation of the Lamb on the 14:4 
day, when Moſes ordained the taking of it up upon the 10:4. 
day. His eating the Paſſover /ying along, being the poſture in 
which they ate their ordinary Meals, according to a Jewiſh Tra- 
dition, as you may ſee in Dr. Leigv:f»or's foreſaid Book, Pag. 14 3, 
144. Whereas, according to Mes his Inſtitution, iz 245 to be ea- 
ten with their loins girded , &C. and im baſte, or ſtanding. His 
complying with the Jewiſh cuſtoms-of drinking Wine at the P ſ- 
ſrver, and concluding with the Haile}, or a Hymn. And not 
theſeonly, but more Traditions than theſe, Dr. Le/ghtfoot will ſatiſ- 
fic you, were conformed to by our bleſſed Saviour. 

But you ſay, Chriſt condemned /everely the Fewiſh Traditions : 
ButI ſay, he did not ar all condemn all Jewiſh 7 raditions, and 
none but ſuch as by which they made the Commani/ments cf God of 
none effeft : And ſuch as they placed ſpecial Holmeſs in, and nece!- 
ſary to acceptance with God ; as is too evident to nzed my 
itanding to prove it. And, Sir, when you can prove that our Ce- 
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remonies are like to thoſe condemned Traditions, I will under. 
take that our Author ſhall be as zealous againit complying with 
them, as he is now againſt ſeparation from our Church up" the 
account of them. 

But to goon; whereas our Author ſaith, of Epiſcopal G wry. 
ment, and the three other following things, Pag. 38. That he take 
it for granted that there is nothing of Victou/nels or Immerality in an, 
of them, to make them Unlawful z And therefore that they are 
indifferent in heir own nature. You reply, Pag. 18, That the, 
are few things to be named unlawful in this ſenſe. 1 anſwer, there 
are as many things unlawful in this ſenſe, as there are things pro. 
hibited by the Moral Law; and if you pleaſe to conſult our Ex. 
poſitors of the Decalogue, I preſume you'll find thoſe things net 
a few. 

You fay at the bottom of. this 18:4 Page, That it troubles y1y i; 
read your Author ſaying, | know not how our brethren will deſend 
the Apoſtolical Initicucion of che Obſervation of the Lord's day, 
while they contend that this of Epiſcopacy cannot be concluded 
from the uninterrupted Tradition of the Catholique Church,s;, 
And why, I pray, Sir, doth this trouble you ? You give this rea- 
ſon why, viz. Becauſe certainly, for the Apoſtolical praftice in the 0j- 
ſervation of the Lord's day, we have the infallible evidence of Hil, 
Scripture, Acts 20. 1 Cor. 16. But you mult prove that we have 
in thoſe Scriptures, or ſome other, infallible eviderce for the 4- 
poſtolical [»/#irution of the Obſervation of the Lord's day, and 
not for the mere Apoſtolical pratice, or you will fay nothing 
to the purpoſe. But to ſave my ſelf the labour of ſaying more 
upon this Argument, and of replying to thoſe few lines that fol. 
low againſt the Primitiveneſs of our Epiſcopacy, Ientreat youto 
- conſult Mr. Chillingworth's Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy de 
moitrated, together with the moſt Learned Dean. of St. Pa/s his 
Ample Proof of theſe to Propoſitions in his Unreaſonableneſs of $:- 
paration, P. 244, ©c. viz Firſt, that our Dioceſan Epiſcopacy is th, 
ſame for ſubſtance which was in the Primitive Church. And ſecond 
Iy, That it is not __—_— to any Inſtitution of Chriſt, nor deviſing 
anew ſpecies of Churches without God's Authority. 

As to-What you ſay, P, 19.about Liturgies,viz. that they cann! 
be indifferent if indeed (as our Author ſpeaks) they be highly expedi- 
ent ro be univerſally impoſed, yea neceſſary, I reply, you have « 
cauglic 
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cavghthim in a Contradiction, as you think ; ſor his ſaying con- 
cerning Li:w2ies, 8c. Pog. 28. is, That he takes it for granted,that 
they cre all indifferent in their c:11 nature. And tells you what he 
means by theſe words, jn the next ;, viz. that there is nothing of wi- 
cion/nel's or immerolity in any of them, &c. Now is it a Contra- 
dition to fav of the ſame thing, that it is indifferent in its own 
rature, and that "tis neceſſary conſodering certam Circumſtances ? 

And I farther fay, that Lirurgies are neceſſary, conſidering, that 

hrongh humane Weakneſs and Frailty,the performance of pub- 
lick worſhip with that Solemnity and Gravity, which it calls for, 
cannot be fecured z and yetnotwithſtanding they are ſtill things 
in their e972 nature indifferent ; and fo are all thoſe things too 
which God's 7:/tive Laws have made neceſlery; as all know 
whounderitand the difference between Moral and Poſitive. 

But as to the Antiquity of Liturgies, which you ſay our Author 
knoweth to be dented. you have had a good while extant that Dif- 
courſe which he ſaid was expected, and which you fay you will 
patiently wait for, to give you ſatisfaction about this matter. And 
it is excellently fitted (as I hope you have before now found) not 
only for the ſatisfying of Diſſenters about z--7 point relating to 
Liturgies, but drvers others allo. 

In your next Paragraph, you tell us, that a!/ Divines will readily 
acknowledg, that ſuch a Method and Order of a Liturgy, as is not 
tontrived im Subſerviency to the 3 General Rules, of Doing all to Edi- 
fication, the Glory of God, and not giving offence to any of the 
Churches of God, may make it mlawful, And I alſo do readily 
acknowledg thts, and am confident that you- cannot prove, that 
Ours is ſo contrived as to be made not Subſervient unto thoſe 
Rules. And as to the /aſ? of them, whatſoever Churches pleaſe 
to take offence at our Liturgy, I am ſure it gives no offence to 
them. 

"In'what follows you profeſs, that you never thought it unlawful 
for any Laick, wholly ro ſeparate from the Church of England, be- 
cauſe of our Liturgy ( andI hope you think it no more Lawful for 
a'Clergy-man) nor did your ſelf ever ſo ſeparate, But for all that, 
you know that many hundreds, and I fear ſome thox/ands do. But 
youſay, there is a vew Generation ſtarted up, that not cnly makes 
you's Separati/?, but all Conformable Minifers, if they do not 
every time read the Second Service at the Altar. This in good 
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earneſt, is ſomewhat a hard Caſe ; but I pray Sir, by what 
figure do you call one Start-up Warm Head a niew Generati. 
on ; 

In your next Paragraph, pag. 20. You ſay, Our Amhor bath 
ſpied four little Thorns in ſome Diſſcnters Fleſh, which be bat) wer) 
charitably endeavoured to pick out. And you add, that you will can- 
didly enquire if no bit of them remain which may* cauſe pain, ani 
hinder healing. To make no reflexion, Sir, upon your expreſſing 
your ſelf thus fancifully, your meaning mult be, that vou will 
enquire whether our Author hath not well defended the fou 
things in our Liturgy, which Diſſenters objeCt againſt as Symbo. 
lizings with the Roman Service, from Þeing liable to juſt Offence: 
Of which, 

The Firſt is, The ſhwtneſs of many Prayers. But you ſay not 
one word in anſwer to what he ſpeaks in the Vindication thereof: 
But tell us, that if ſome Diſſenters think that throughout the Scrjz. 
tures there is nothing like this to be found, either in the Prayers of $0- 
lomon, &c. or any others, and be a little fumbled at it, you cant 
condemn them : But you muſt needs condemn it as an errour in 
them, to think there are no ſhort Prayers to be found in the Holy 
Scriptures, when there are many more ſhort, than there are long 
Prayers : VVhen our Saviour-uſed in the Garden 7hrice, a ſhorter 
Prayer than is any one in our Service : And when the Form he 
left behind him for :#r uſe is a very ſhort one. But if the uſing 
of a ſh:rt Prayer be not the thing blamed, but the uſing of /eve- 
ral ſuch in the ſame Service inſtead of one very long one, | muſt 
take leave to ſay, rhis is mzre wantonnels, And whereas you 
fay, ycucannot condemn DiſſJntir,, if they be a little tumbled at it ; 
I fay, to be ſtimbled at it fo, as to make it one pretence for not 
joining with us inour Prayers , is not to be a /ittle ſtumbled 
at it. And you know that that which our Author is concerned 
to do 1s, to perſwade Diflenters not to be ſo-much ſtumbled 
at any thing in our Prayers, as to leave our Communion upon 
the account thereof. 'T ho he would be very glad to have them 
ſo well pleaſed with all of them, as not to be in the /eaſt ſtumbled 
at any of them. 

The Second inſtance is,The Peoples bearing a part with the Miniſter 
in Divine Service, And whereas our Author hath thought it 
enough to tranſcribe what Mr. Baxter hath faid-in five particulars 
to 


(27) 
to vindicate both the [; wful 1efs and Fitneſs hereof; you reply 
notone ward to any of them. Bur you think you have 4alance-! 
(as your word is ) thoſe five with hve of your own. 41. You 
fay, Theſe Reſponſes do not [uit the gravity and [olemnity of Divine 
Worſhip. Burt we ſay they do ; and our yes is as good as your 
nay. 2. You ſay, many read falſe oftentimes. And whoſe faulr 
isit, if they do ? but it appears from whar is coming, that you 
cannot prove it. 2. You ſay, Many Children and Girl: und:+- 
ftand not what they ds. And theretore why do you permit them 
tojoinin Singing ? And why do you utter them cohear Sermons ? 
4. Thoſe that cannot read, you ſay are nut edified in a con"uſ.d noie, 
not being able to underſtand what is read. And then I hope you 
might have ſpared your fecond Particular; for thoſe that read 
fal/ely cannot then be obſerved fo to do in this confuſed noiſe. 
5. You ſay, Many leud and profane perſons, are thus made to bear 
their ſhare in the Miniſterial part of Publick Worſhip, &:. But do 
you prove that this is bearing a ſhare in that part of publickWor- 
ſhip which is proper anv peculiar to the Miniſter , and then we will 
grant that not only no profane men, but no Layz-men neither, be 
they never ſogood, may have their part therein. 6. You ſay, 
There is no [uch pradice in the Churches of God, in New England, 
Scotland, France, Holland, &©&c. Do you think that our Author 
hath taken the Solemmn League and Covenant,that.y ou urge ſuch an 
Argnment as this to him? If you do, you are much miſtaken, Sir. 
But Mr. Baxter tells you in his fifth particular, That it was the de- 
eay of Zeal im. the peop/e that firſt ſhut out the Reſpinles : And there- 
fore thoſe Churches you mention ſhould do well to imitate owrs 
in this particular. I am conſtrained, Sir, to te!l you again, that I 
am aſhamed of taking any notice of ſuch talk as this. 

The Third inſtance is, The taking of ſome of the ColleFfs out of 
the Miſſal. You ſay you wiſh our Author bad told us how many. Burt 
el ſay, *tis not worth the knowing ( if it were, I could ſoon te!l 
you )) if thoſe that are taken thence are all good ones. And ( con- 
fidering what hath been ſaid ) this is a ſufficient Anſwer. Re- 
member our Author hath told you, that our Departure from 
the Church of Rowc, was deſigned to be a Reformation, not a to- 
tal Deſtruttion and Extirpation. AndI ſuppoſe the zeal of ſome 
Reformers that hurried them upon making no ditcrimination 
between things fau/ty and thoſe that were innocent, occaſioned 
that 
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that honeſt ſaying of 'Zanchy's, which I hare heretofore /ime. 
a_ met With,viz. Non intelligo iſtam Reformatorum Mundi Theq- 
08118. 

As tothat which follows to the laſt Paragraph of page 2.3.enough 
abundantly hath already been ſaid to fatisfie you that you might 
have ſpared it. Only let me once for all tell you, that whereas 
both here and elſewhere, you inſiſt upon our being at perfect Li. 
berty, as to the uſing or not uſing thoſe unneceſſary things, 
wherein we ſymbolize with the Church of Rcme; you ovght to 
know, that while they are Enjorned, we who are under Govern- 
ment are not at liberty ; as the Chriſtians in the Apoſtles days 
were as to the eating of Meats, &c. And whereas you touch 
here upon the topick of Scandal, I cannot hope to ſatisfie you 
about this Point ; if the two late judicious Reſolutions of that 
Caſe cannot doit: To which I refer you, aud ought fo to do, it 
not falling within our Author's Undertaking: | 

The Fourth Inſtance is, The Appointing of Leſſons out of the 
Apochryphal Books, And what you fay under this head, amounts 
to thus much, that you think it were better if they were not ap- 
pointed. And therefore I perceive you are not for making this 

*a Pretence for Separation, and Conſequently yon can have no 
Controverſie with our Author about it. Whether it were better 
or not, that we ſhould imitate the Primitive Chrrrch in reading 
them now and then on Holy-days and ordinary Week-days, mere- 
1y for Example of life and inſtruftion of Manners, but mot for the 
Eſtabliſhing of any Doftrine, let it beleft to our Snpertors to yudg, 
But tho you have a greater latitude than many other Diflenters, 
as to this matter, yet you ſay that a! ſhould no: beforced out of 
their wits, nor made to do what they cannot, as well as you, appre- 
hend lawful. No, God forbid that any one ſhould be forced out 
of his wits upon ſuch an account. But whom can you name that 
hath had the leaſt'rrouble given him, for-not being at Church on 
a \'cek day Holy-day ? | 

Bur 1 muſt take notice of, one more paſſage, before 1 proceed, 
viz, Mbly-days are the ſame with Sabbath-days, with thoſe who 
juds TgFere is nothing but Tradition for either, Here'is a good 
//;pe for our Author. Burt | pray, Sir, did heffay that there #5 nc 
thing but Tradition for the Obſervation of tbe Sabbath'? He faid that 


indeed, page 40th, from whence it may be inferred, that he be- 
lieves 
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lieves that the ApoZolical inſtitution of the Obſervation of the 
Lord's day, is wholly to be gathered from the uninterry vred Tra- 
dition or Practice of the Catholick Church , and is thar fiich a 
mall matter to found it upon ? When *tis the toungaiion on 
which is built the Canon of the Holy Scriptures. Eur who are 
they that tel] you, that from the unnterrupted Tradition of the 
Catholick Church may be gathered the Apoitolicl inltitution of 
the Other Holy-days £ Name any one if you are able that fo ſaith, 
or that (aith rhat they are of Apeſtoiical In[fitution 

Now we are come to thoſe particular Kit:s and Ceremonies of 
our Church, in which our Author faith, pag. 45. Our ſynvol:2ing 
with Popery ts {o much condemned. And you ſay, pag. 24th. thac 
he obſerveth in the general, | 

1. That our Cereracnies are not the hundredth part ( you ſhould 
have added /carce/y ) of thoſe uſed by the Papiſts. And this you 

ant, bur you add, hat we may as wel! Symbolize in thirty as in 
three: but | muſt make bold to tell you, -you never uttered a 
more inconſiderative ſaying. lt ſeems then, *tis no matter how 
many. Ceremonies are uſed in Divine Worſhip, ſo they be all in- 
nocent. I am ſure St. Auguſtin was not of this mind : but ic may 
be you'll ſay there are zone innocent z but if ſo, you cannot ſay 
that we may as well uſe thirty as three: becauſe the rhirty muſt 
neceſſarily be a great hindrance to that attention of mind' thar 

Divine Worſhip calls for ; but he muſt have a weak head indeed, 

whoſe mind mult needs be diverted by three. 

2. Our Author ſaith, that our Church impoſeth them nut, as the 
other doth, on the Coriſciences of her Members, as things of Neceſſity, 
as parts of Religion or meritorious Services. Ang you need not one 
word more of Anſwer to what you object aga:nſt this, than you 
have had already given you, wiz. page 6. 

In your 25:h- page, you begin, as our Author does, with the 
Ceremony of 'the Surplice ; and 

1; You ſay, he rightly obſerveth that all are net obliged to wear 
i, And this is ſzgaciouſly indeed obſerved by him, if .he does 
obſerve it; but he only ſaith, that he cannot imagine why thoſe 
who are nit obliged to wear it, ſhould be affrighted frim cur Churches, 
by the mere ſight of {0 innocent a thing, as he before had proved it 
to be, as it is uſed in ow Church : but ſhewed it is far from being 


an innocenr thing, as it is uſed in the Church of Rome 
2, You 
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2- You ſay, that yeu are not ſcandaliz'd at the ſizht of it: bnt 
for all that, you know that not a few Diſſenters do profeſs to be 
ſo. 

2. You ſay, that you are not ſure, that they uſe a Garment of the 
ſame form in the Church of Rome ; tho they uſe ſome Garment of 
the ſame Colour ; ſo that you duubt, whether m that w2 do ſymbolize 
with the Church of Rome or no. I wasSin good hope when I had 
read thus far, that there would have been no Controverſie be- 
tween you and our Author about this Ceremony : but preſent- 
Iy found my felf miſtaken ; for, 

4. You make us notwithſtanJing faultily to ſymbolize with 
the Church of Rome, im that we will not ſuffer this Garment to be 
worn bat in Acts of Worſhip. So that, you ſay, «: is nither merely 
for neceſſi y, nr natural decency, ny Ornament, nor for diſtin{ti- 
on ; but fay that this Garment is required, both for Ornament 
and Diſtin:ion. You fay it is not required for ether, becaule a! 
Mumiſters wear it not at other tim's : but [deny your Conſequence: 
for it is required as an Ornamental Garment -1n Divine Worſhip, 
and for diſtintion between a Miniſter officiating and not officiating. 
You may as well ſay that for the ſame reaſon the Fudges Scarlet 
is neither for O-1amevnt not Diſtmtion. "And ſeeing it 18 ſuch an 
Offence that this Garment ſhould be appropriated to Divine 
Worſhip, 1defire yotl, Sir, at your Leiſure to anſwer our Famous 

Hooker's Queſtion, wis To ſolemn Actions of Royal- 

Fecl.Pol. Book ty and Fuſtice, there ſuitable Ornaments are a Beauty; 
5th, p. 228. are they only in Religion a Stain? Time was when 
Laſt Edit, putting on a Gown merely for the Desk and Pul- 
it was accounted no Oftenc? byNon-Conforming 

Miniſters, and conequently they did not then efpy any unlaw. 
falne(s, in appropriating a Garment to Religious exerciſes. Nor 
do we p!ace one yot more holineſs in a Surplice than in a Gown, 
or Cloak either : but you ſay, may not (jealouſirs of ſome homage 
by it inten led to God,, anl ſuch thughts, a3 thoſe you ſuggeſted, 
ariſe in weak » (hriftians ? 1 anſwer, whether theſe thoughts m1y 
ariſe in them or n7, you take as efteCtual a courſe as you can that 
taey [þu/4 a-i/e in them. And as for Homage intended ro G:d by 
wearing the Surplice, I don't think any Chriſtians ſo weak as to 
fancy ſuch a thing, if you and others would but Jet them alone, 
and ng fill theit heads with- objettions againſt innocent: things, 
| when 


» 


Fe (33) 
when you might employ you time with them to infinitely better 
purpoſe. | pray, Sir, be nat offended, if I once for all freely tell 
you, that by your pollefſſing theſe weak Chriſtians with all ima- 
ginable objections againſt the Lawfalineſs of obeying Governours 
in things which are made by your ſelves doubtrtul to them, and 
not with ave Objetion againſt the Un!awfulne(s of Niſobedience 
in doubtful matrers; is the way to make them ewer/a/tino!» weak, 
and to make them wor/e than weak too.'t ſaddens the hearts of nor 
a few good people to obſerve. that the fearful conſequents of ſich 
doings have not yet made you ſenſible 5o/e intereſt you have 
all along ſerved, by the means of them. 

You next object three things againit the Ceremony of the Cre/5 
in Baptiſm, pag. 26. 

1. You lay, zt is an adding to the Diwince Inftitutic: anneceſſa- 
rily. 1 anſwer, we add ning to Divine Inſtitution ! mean, we 
add nothing more to Baptiſm, or any other Or«..3znce, as of 
Divine Inſtitution, than your ſe/ves do. And 25 tothe unneceſſa- 
rineſs of this Ceremony z, if it were neceſ/2ry it would be no Ce- 
remony, at leaſt no humane one. If you mean there isno neceſſity 
of impoſing it. It is enough fora Ceremony that it is impoled for 
good and profitable ends and u/es: And our Church tells you for 
what ends and uſes this of the Cro/s is required, in the 30:h Ca- 
non. If you mean there is no' neceſlity of «/mg it, now it is 
mpoſed : I beg your pardon for being ot a contrary opinion, 
til you prove it to be a 'I ranſgreſſion of any Law of God: And 
when you have done this, | will grant that it is neceſſary 9 to 
uſe it. 

2. You ſay, we attribute to the ſign of the Croſs, more than is 
truly due toit, as the Papiſts 4». But we ſay, we do not, and ſhall 
perſiſt in ſaying fo, till you prove we do. 

2. You ſay, that to expound Dedicated in the Canon. by Decla- 
red (you ſhould have ſaid declared to be dedicated) is a (atechreſti- 
cal uſe of the word. What care | for that, if the word ought ſo to 
be expounded. You ſay,yeu will take no private Dottor's word for it, 
tho greater than Dr. Burges. But you cannot otherwiſe under- 
ſtand that word, except you will make our Church to ſpeak con- 
tradittions in that Canon. 

There is nothing you object, or 1 think can objett aga' 1ſt the 
Ceremony. of Kneeling at the Communicn, but you may find 
moſt ſatisfactorily anſwered in the Learned Reſo/ution of the Caſe 

E « 
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of Kneeling, &c. But yet we will not wholly paſs by what you 
fay againſt it. Having called the Declaration of our Church concern. 
ing it, an- exce/lent Declaration, page 26:6, you ſay, page 27:4, 
that it may be it ſatisfieth you, abſtrafting your thoughts from the 
Bread, while you are upon your Knees : And he that cannot, with 
the greateſt eaſe in the world, abſtract his thoughts from the 
Bread, muſt be almoſt ſtarved with faſting. But, it follows, ;# 
all cannot be ſo ſatisfied, ſhall they therefore be ruined for their doubt 
in this thing ? You ſhall have no new anſwer to this, beſides asking 
you this Queſtion, If there be any danger of Ruin in this caſe, 
who are moſt charitable to theſe Doubters, thoſe that do their ut. 
moſt to ſatisfe them, that they may not come near the danger, 
or thoſe that uſe their utmoſt endeavours to make all means un. 
ſucceſsſul, that are nſed for their Satisfaction ? 

I muſt needs take notice alſo of your pleaſant anſwer to thi; 
paſſage in our Author, pag. 49- viz, That rhere being nothing ſaid 
of the Geſture in our Saviour's Inſtitution of this Sacrament, he hath 
conſequently left the particular Geſture to the Determination of the 
Church ;, a Geſture being in the general neceſſary. Your anſwer is, 
Our Saviour bad his Diſciples baptize, but ſaith nothing of Water, 
nor from what Fountain or River ; hath he therefore left it to the 
Churches determiuation , that AMimiſters ſhall Baptize only with 
Roſe-water, or Water fetched from the River ? Truly, Sir, a [mile 
is the beſt Reply that is due to this : but do you in ſober ſadneſs 
then think, that nothing is left by Chriſt to the Churches Deter- 
mination, neither place, nor time, nor any other Circumſtance? 
If this be not wild Fanaticiſm, there is no ſuch thing in nature; 
and I know you'll acknowledg it: but if the Church may deter- 
mine the p/ace of publick Worſhip, and the times of dey when to 
meet, becauſe our Lord hath not determined ſuch particulars ; 
why may not the Church determine particular Geſtures, when 
they are not by him determined? And can you think,Sir,that it is 
well done after this manner to Ridicule the Church's Power ? No, 
I know you cannot think fo, and therefore this was an haſty Slip 
from your Pen, which you will not upon Second thoughts juſtifie. 

You fay at the bottom of this page, That you do not think what 
our Autyor mentions, pag. 50. of ihe Ring in Marriage, worth the 

ſpeaking to : Becauſe Diſſenters generally believe rhe Ring, a Civil 

Pleds, &c. Iwiſh they univerſally thought fo, and if they do 
not (as jime. was when you know they did not ) I know not why 

you. 
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you ſhould add, that How it comes into our debate you cannct tell. 

Next you ſpend the beſt part of two pages upon our Holy-days, 
which is our Authors /2/ inſtance of Rites which Dflenters are 
offended with, upon the account of our ſymbolizing in ther 
with the Church ot” Rowe. And 

1. You ſay, Trat it is God's Prerogativve alone to make a day Hos 
ly, i. e. ſuch as it ſhall be ſinful for any to labour in. Put do yuu 
think that God's Vicegerents have not power given them toſet apart 
days to a holy w/e? And in any other ſenſe we do not think that 
any day is capable of beihg made Hely. *Tis manifeſt from what 
follews, that you do not think fo. And if you do nor, can you think 
that our Governours have no power to forbid ordinary Labour 
upon thoſe days, which they have fo ſet apart? Andif they have 
this power, £an you think it /awfi] to diſobey thoſe laws of theirs, 
that prohibic working on thoſe days ? And, if this be nor lawful, 
then | fear *tis Sinful. 

2. You ſay, That God's Revelation of his Will for ſolemn Praiſes 
wpon the Receipt of Signal eMMercies ; or ſolemn Prayers in times of 
great Diſtre/s, juſtifiech Magiſtrates, or Churches n ſetting apart 
m ſuch Caſes, Days for Praiſe and Prayers. Then, | hope, the 
Magittrates or the Church, have power to makea day Holy; and 
conſequently, they may forbid opening of Shops, and Ordinary La- 
bour,on ſuch a day: And therefore 'tis ſinful to diſobey them herein. 

3. You ſay, That all ſuch days ought to be intirely ſpent in Religious 
Exerciſes, But notwithſtanding you are ſo drgmatical, in this 
thing, 1 am Confident upon ſecond thoughts you'll acknowledg 
you were too raſh : For you cannot really :h;nk what you aſlerc 
with ſuch Confidence, except you can find in your heart to re- 
prove Ringing of Bells, and innocent Recreations after Sermon, on 
the Fifth of November, as Profanations of that Holy-day. And I 
hope we may make bold tocall thatday a Holy-day ; it being fo 
according to your own Conceſlion in the foregoing particular. 

4. You ſay, That to ſpend an hour of ſuch a Day in Prayer, and 
all the reſt in Idleneſs, Drinking, Revelling, Gaming, &C. is not to 
keep a Holy but a Licentious Lay. No body deubrs this : butare 
you obliged by our Church /o to ſpend Her Holy-days ? Andif 
you are not, but may keep them as ſtrictly as you pleaſe, what 
ſtrange objection is this againſt the lawfulneſs of obſerving them! 

5. You ſay, That there is no need of keeping any.ſuch days, in Com 
memoration of the Birth, Death, Reſurrection or Aſcenſion of 

E 2 Chriſt ; 
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Chrift'; becauſe God bath appcinted fifty two, every yrar for het 
purpi/e. I anſwer, if you mean by no need, that there is no ab{{/ure 
xece/[;-y of the Churches ſetting apart days for the Commemorz- 
tion of Chriſt's Birch, Death, &c. we will perhaps grant it z but 
what then ? Doth it thence follow that the well obferving ſuch 
days doth not tend to: our Edification , to the more building us up 
za our holy Faith, and encreafe in Holineſs? you dare not ſap 
or think ſo. But I ſay farther, that the well obſerving them is 
of admirableuſe. And nothing would tend more to our Growth 
in all the Chriſtian Vertues, than beſides the general Meditati. 
on OR {be Birth, Death, Reſurrection and Aſcenſion of our Loyd 
every Lord's day, to ſet days apart for the particular Meditation 
of our Religion : There being in eac't of them more than enough 
to employ a whole day in admiring thoughts of it, and in praiſes 
to God for it, and in making Applications of it to our Spiritual 
Advantage. And therefore am certain, you would ſpend your 
pains to far better purpoſe, if initead of prejudicing Peoples 
minds againſt the obſervance of ſuch days, you would Excite 
them (l:ke the go5d Fathers of the Primitive Church) to the we!/ 
obſerving, and making the belt improvement of them. The 
generality, God knows, of Profeſſors of Chriſtianity, are too 
too care'elly and irreligionſly diſoſed of themſelwes, to need to 
be diſlwaded from the uſing of any helps to their being made 
moredevout, and better People. And where there is ce among 
usthar is apt to be too ſuperſt: 12/[yinclined, I fear there are ſome 
hundreds, who are more enclined to the other Extremez, that of 
»ofaneneſ5, But our Author hh ſutficiently ſhewed, that the 
Þopiſh Superſtitions are pertectly removed by our Church from. 
the Obſervation of Holy-days. And ns man that obſerves them 
as our Church direCteth, can have c1e leit temptacion from 
the Obſervance of them to be ſuperiticions. 
6. You ſay, That to k:p a day Hol) t: any Saint, is to make a1 
Idol of that Saint, And do you think our Church in her F: 
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deſigns keeping Days holy to Saints? if you do not think fo, 
why are you thus impertinent ? but if you do, then you de- 
clare that ſhe makes 1do/s of Saints, And if fo, why did you 
Paz. 17th declare it, as your belief, thac the Church of England 
cannot be juſtly charged with Ido/ziry ? but | thinis, that.che making 
az 1401 of a Saint, 1s ldolatry. 


7: Yeu 
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7. Yon ſay, That fo keep a Day of Thanksgiving, for bleſſing 
the wir'd with ſuch a Saint, is what God hath no where preſcribed ; 
whit neither the Jews, nor Chriſtians, in the firft times ever did. So 
that it ſeems you are not ſo ignorant, as you now ſeemed to make 
your ſelt ; but, do know why many of our Feſtivals receive their 
names from certain Saints. And %y may we not, on certain 
Days, meer ropgerher, to praiſe God fe Yr ble/ſing the world with fuch 
Saints, as have been next to our blifled Lord, the moſt Glorious 
inſtruments cf good to the world; and at the ſame time hear 
thoſe Chapters read wherein their worthy deeds are recorded z 
and together with ot4er Prayers put in exe, for grace to follow 
thoſe bleſſed Examp!ies of a holy Lite (of both active and paſſive 
Obedience, which hey have, through the Divine grace, left be- 
hind them? What $/» is there in all :h/5? Nay, wt.y ſhould 
not this highly become us, and be of ſingular advantage to us ? 

You give 720 reaſons Why this is unlawful. 1. Becauſe God 
lath no where preſcrived it. But mult we be at this time of day, 
told that nothing is law!{ul relating to the Worſhip of God, but 
what is expreſly commanded ; when the !dleneſs and folly of 
that Doctrine, hath been over and over expoſed as it hath been? 
but 2/7; you ſay, That :h1s is chat which the Jews, nor Chriſtians 
inthe fir/# times never did, But, if you mean by the Fr times, 
the times of the Apoſt/es, *tis more than you can 9rcve, that the 
Martyrdom of St» Stephen was never ſolemnly commemorated 
by the Chriſtians in they time. And I preſume you won!d not 
have had the Martyrdoms of the Apoſtles commemorated, before 
they were Martyred ; what if this be not recorded, is it therefore 
a certain Argument that it neverwas? You find not I think the 
Martyrdom of any one of the Apoltles recorded in holy Scripture, 
except St. James's: But if you mean by the fri? times, the Pri- 
mitive times, I perceive you never read, or have forgotten, The 
Epiſtle of the Church of Smyrna, concerning Pelicarp's Martyr: 
dom. But Thope it needs rot to be. proved to you, that the 
Cathol que Church obſerved Martyrum Natelitianhe Days where- 
on they were crowned with Martyrdom, even from the Second 
Century : but where do you find ir preſcribed in God's word, or 
recorded that it was practiſed inthe Apo##le; times (for to be ſure 
you mean thoſe by the Fir times) to praiſe God for the good Ex- 
- amples of Holy mery among other great bleſlings, is ic therefore 


unlaieful ſo to do, as Well as todo it upon Ser Days? You will 
| not . 
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'Not aſſert ſo abſurd a thing. In ſhort, Sir, think not that we nee 
either Precepts or Examples, to juſtifie our doing of that, which 
the very light of Nature, and Right Reaſon, do plainly declare 
to bs, tobe, tho not a neceſſary duty, yet highly beccming us, and 
praiſe-worthy. And we arecertain that it is dictated thereby tg 
be highly becoming us, to commemorate,at Anual Selected times, 
the unſpeakable Goodnels of God to us in giving us ſich Shin: 
ing Lights as the Holy Apoſtles, &c. and to meditate upon Chriſt 
glorified in them, who with admirable conrnge firſt preached and 
propagated his Goſpel in the World.and with admirable Parience, 
for the ſake thereof, indured the greareft of Miſeries and Cala. 
mities, and at lait Sealed it with their Blood. *) 

8. You ſay, But if Devout perſons will ſet apart Days,(you might 
have ſaid too, will »b/erve Days ſer apart by the Church) ro give 
God thanks for any ſignal mercies (among which I think, every A. 
poſtle is a moſt ſignal one ) or ro put up prayers for any people in 
diſtreſs, provided they do not mock God, in giving him an holy hour, 
inftead of an holy day, and ſpend the reſl of the day in Idleneſs, 
Gaming, Drinking, &c. (And can you think that any of our 
Devout people, do not abhor ſuch prattices as much as you? 
Diſſenters will never blame, or condemn them for it. T hoped you 
would have faid, they will jo; with us, ſince Authority requires 
it. 

9g. You ſay, Finally Diſſenters will never ſeparate from the Church 
of England, for the true keeping of a day holy to God, &c. Yes ſure- 
ly they will, if itbe a Saznr's day at leaſt, as one would think by 
what you have ſaid. But you add, that they will 'ſeparate from 
the Looſeneſs and commonly prattiſed Profanation of it ( and fo do 
thouſands of thoſe that are no Diſſenters, 1 hope) or /uch as were 
only ſo, in the Pope's Kalendar, as St. George, &c. Now you would 
Sir, again feign your ſelf more ignorant than you are; for, no 
doubt, yo know as well as we, that St. George his day is no Church 
of England Holy-day. And for all your | &c. ] you cannot but 
know too, that Our Church hath no Feſtival-days called by any 
Saints Names, but ſuch as all Chriſtians own for the Greareſ# of 
Saints, except thoſe Innocents who had the honour to ſuffer for 
Chriſt's ſake, before they were of age to know him. We have 
indeed a Faſt-day, occaſioned by the Horrid Murther of Kg 
Charles the Martyr, whom we deſervedly honour as a Great ' 
Saint. But I neyer heard that this Saint ſtands in the Pope's _w 


$5 


Jar, and Pll warrant you never ſhall We ſhould be glad to hea?; 
that He ſtands in yours ; however we hope He will never be blotted 
out of ours. 

And now, having done with our Author, you ſpend a good 
part of your five /aſ# Pages in ſuch diſcourſe, as is fo far from 
tending to the compoſing of our Ditterences, and healing our 
wide and moſt dangerous breaches, that it hath the moſt appa- 
rent tendency to the making them irreparable beyond al! Reme- 
dy. And'*tis enough to convince all ſober people, that the cauſe 
of thoſe that ſeparate is deſperate, to obſerve what ſtrange prin- 
ciples are taken up of late in the defence of Separation ; even 
ſuchas the 0/4 Non-conformiſts would have thought very wi/4ones, 
ſerving no better purpoſe than the Unhinging of all. And thoſe, 
Sir, which you here lay down ſo dogmatically, not offering any 
proof of them, you ſhould find moſt ſhamefully baffled by the 
Dean of St. Fauls, in his forementioned excellent Book. 

For my part, I am too much tyred with Scribbling thus long, 
to take into conſideration this c/o/e of your Book, farther than 
refleting upon 120 or three paſſages ; tho I am notar all obliged 
totake notice of hoſe neither, as a Defender of our Author. And 
indeed (to deal like a plain hearted Friend with you) it was but 
the other day before I could be perſwaded to think it needful to re- 

ly at all. | 
, You ſay, Pag. 31. T hat Separation in theſe three Caſes is Law-- 
ful, if not Neceſſary. 

Your Fir#t caſe is, When ſuch errours are in the (onſtitution of a 
Church, as, if they had been known before, ought to have hindered 
Union with it.But you do not tell us what Errours thoſe are. Would, 
you have your Readers take it for granted,that there are ſuch Er- 
rours in the Conſtitution of the Church of England ? But we may 
gueſs at cxe of thoſe Errours in our Conſtitution, from that which 
you ſay, pag. 30. viz. That Governing Churches muſt have proper 
Officers, which cannot be, unleſs eletted by the Governed ; who could 
never part with their Right in chuſing Officers, 8c. But what Right 
they have you will ſoon learn from the Reverend Dean Stillmg- 
fleet, in his Unreaſonableneſs of Separation, Pag. 307, &c. There you 
will find they have »o Right at all, orl am much miſtaken. From 
What you ſay in theſe rwo Pages, and that which follows ( in 
*which your diſcourſe is ſuch, that ris hard to fay certainly what 
you would be at) I ſhrewdly conjecture, that you believe it Lo 
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{ul to ſeparate from the Church of E2/,n4, a'rho ſhe had neither 
Ceremonies nor Liturgy to {Ccire men away 

Your Second caſe is, Wien a Church is turned Tdolatrows ; that 
then it is necellary to-deparc from it, And b:re we have no Con- 
troverſie. 

; Your Thirdis, When a Church will not adiait a mans 'abiling in 
it, tnleſs he will ds ſomethins which bays Conſcience tells him 3s ſinful, 
But, Sir, will you notacknowledg, that it cannot juſtifie our Se- 
paration that ſomething is required which we judg ſinful, whilt 
we will not impartially-uſe all means for rhe duly informing of 
our judgments ; whillt we call it a running into temptation, to 
read what is offered us in Defence of the Lawfulneſs of that, we 
have a prejudice againſt : Whilit we fo confide in our own judg- 
ments, 'or in the judgments of our Party, as not to bear to hear 
that *cis poſſible we ſhould be miſtaken ? Surely all truly good 
men will acknowledg 7hi.. 

You ſay, in a/l the/e Caſes Separating is Lawfal, if nit Neceſſ- 
ry : For in the twofirit Caſes we ought to ſeparate ( And then | lope 
in thoſe caſes it is Neceſſary and not only Lawfu! to Separate) in 
the laſt we may prudently and warily depart, &c. And why do you 
ſ» mince the matter, by changing your phraſe, when your mear- 
ing is that you may Separate? And why do you ſo mince it too 
in ſaying, in the yo firſ# Caſes we ought to Separate? which 
ſappoſeth that in th:s Caſe you are at your Liber:y, and that, 
tho you may lawfully Separate,yet it is not a neceſſary duty ſo to do, 
And why again do you ſay, we judg this no ſinful Separation? 
Why don'c you ſpeak out and ſay 'tis a Neceſſary one ? Except you 
think that a man may lawfully aCt againſt his Conſcience, But you 
have -given me ſufficient aſſurance in your Book, that this you do 
not think. 

You ſay, Pag. 33. If anycthers in former Ages ; or in ovr own, 
have had any other apprehenſzons of the ſignificancy (you would have 
ſaid ſignification)) of the Terms, Church, Schiſm and Separation, 
2hom we own to have been Holy and Excellent men, till we ſee their 
Notions juſtified from Holy Writ (which al;ne can determine theſe 
things) we muſt crageleave to diſſent from them, and believe that had 
they lived in our times, they would have diſſ:nted from their own Ap 
prehenſions under a more perfec? light, &C. But 

1, What would you have ſaid tg zs, if we had given this An- 


{wer to your Citing Holy and Exce//ent men, ſuch as Calvin (whom 
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"to be therein wnlike to the whole Catholick Church of Chriſt for 
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our Author hath ſo ofren appealed to in his Book ) and others 
againſt owr Notions ? Iam ſure you would have ſagerely upbraig- 
ed us with having a wonderful opinion of our own judgments; 
Eſpecially if our Notions ran counter to all Antiquity, and the 
Judgments of all Holy Excellent men in former Ages, and to the 


generality of ſuch in our own Age and Time : but :hj; I dare ſay 


may be aſſerted of your Notions concerning the Terms, Schiſm 
and Separation 3 and much of your talk concerning the Term 
Church too. 

2. How came you to have more light than the Holy and Ex- 
cellent men in former Ages, and in our own Age too? which 
you plainly ſippoſe your ſelves to have. Nay you ſuppoſe r4 is, as 
ro multitudes of ſuch perſons alſo as are your Contemporaries. 
For you ſay, pag- 7, We are far from thinking that there arenot 
multitudes of Holy and Learned men, in our Eccleſia Loquens, &c. 
that is, Among Conformable Divines of the Church of England. 

2- This Anſwer would far better become the Luakers than 
5m; they pretending to inſpiration, which you do not. 

I will now conclude with a Remark or two on thoſe words, 
with which you begin the concluding part of your Book. 

You ſay, page 29. And now how happy ſhould we not only think 
our ſelves, but indeed "be, would our Brethren but leave diſputing ; 
boy far it is lawful for the Spouſe of Chriſt, to have Communion with 
the Great Whore , and only argue hew far we come ſhort of [ymbe- 
lizin; "with the Firſt and Pureſt Goſpel Churcbes, of which we have 
Records in Holy Wrir, Tothis I fay, 

1. How unaccountable is th;s Charge you lay againſt your 
brethren ! when you know that they are in as perfect a Separati- 
on as your ſelves, from the Communion of that Apoſtate Church, 
Which you mean by the Great WHORE. 

2. Itlieth not in your power to ſhew us a Church, which more 
ſ[ymbolizeth with the Fir/# and Pureſt Goſpe! Churches, than the 
Church of Frg/and. And as for thoſe Churches which you be- 
lieve do come nearer tothe Fir/# and Pureft, it hath often enough 
been demonſtrated with invincible ſtrength, that the ma thing 
( viz, the point of Gomernment ) in which you conceive they 
more agree with :he/e Churches, doth ſpeak them far /e/s to agree 
with them , than rhe Church of Exg/and does : And ſpeaks them 
fr oew 
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fifteen handred years together, from the time of the Apoſtle. 

We do not pretend that the Conſtitution of owr Church is abſc. 
lute!y perfe&; we do believe that ſuch a Conſtitution is the pecu'igy 
priviledg of the Church Triumphant : but we bleſs God chat 'tig 
no more imperſet, and we who live in compleat Communion 
with :hi-Church are well aſſured that there 1s nothing either in the 
Conſtituticn thereof, or in what is required thereby, that hindererh 
us from being as good Chriſtians as ever were in the Worlg. 
We cannot find after all the pains that you and others have 
taken to prove the contrary , that there is impoſed upon us 
any one condition of Communion that does contradi& any 
Law of God; that tends in the leaſt to the depraving of 
our Souls, to the gratifying of any one corrupt AﬀeCtion, 
or the making us unmeet for the Heavenly Happineſs. And 
this our Holy - Martyrs thought as well as we : And pave 4 
Demonſtration hereof by their Excellent Lives, and' Heroick Be- 
haviour under the greateſt Tormentsz they not only patient!y but 
allo joyfully enduring them for the ſake of Chriſt. Nor do w: 
find any more than rhey did,that we are debarred by our Church 
of any he!ps for the building of us up in our most holy faith. And 
whereas you expreſs ſuch mighty zeal for Purer Ordinances; we 
think chat zeal would be much better employed in endeavouring 
after Purer Hear:s: And that this contending with your Superiore, 
and your Brethren about ſome things enjoined, hath been inh- 
nitely more prejudicial to mens Souls, an1 contributed unſpeak- 
ably more tothe impurity both of mens hearts and lives, than 
the impure Ordmances you ſo complain of, And therefore all 
good and pious Church of Eng/aud men cannot but ſay, How hay 
Py ſhould we wot cnly think our ſelves but indeed be, would our Bre 
thren but leave diſputing with fach mighty concern about /:tt/: 
tbings,and things that are pertectly harmleſs and innocent ; would 
make no more $:ns, than God and their bleſſed Sawtorr have 

made : Would be as fearful of culpably Diſobeying Author'ty as 
of culpably Oveying it: Would be as rhankfu! that they are in 
no worſe Circumſtances, as they are full of Complaints that they 
are inno better : Would take as mucn pains to ſatisfie themlc1ves, 
how far they may lawfully hold Communion with our Church, as 
how far they may lawfully Separate from it : Would be 4s wik 
ling to read thoſe. Books that are written in the d:/ence of the: 
things 
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things enjoined by our Church, asto read thoſe which are writ- 
ten in oppoſition to them : Would as impartially conſider the vaſt 
diſtance berween our Church and that of Rome, as thus dwell 
upon the moſt mc:n/iderable Agreement that is betweenthem ; 
which our Author hath convincingly to any unprejudiced perſon 
proved, to be no juſtifiable pretence for Separation. And if we 
would well digeſt thoſe excellent words of the Apoſtle, Roms. 14. 
17, 18. The Kingdom of Ged is not meat or drink, but righteouſneſs, 
peace, and joy in the Holy Ghoſt: For he that #n theſe things ſerveth 
Chriſt is acceptable to God,and approved of men-And, if we 

Would fol/ow after the things that make for peace,and things ws. 19-/ 
wherein one may edifie another. And laſtly, if we would at 

length be perſwaded to /er all bitterneſs, and wrath, and 

anger,and clamour,and evil ſpeaking,againſt one another, Eph. 4. 
be put away from us,with all malice : And to be kind and 31, 32, 
affettionate one to another notwithſtanding the Difference 

of Apprehenſions) tender hearted, forgiving one another, even as 
God for Chriſts ſake hath forgiven us. 1 ſay, if we could once be 
brought to thz5 temper, we ſhould be unſpeakably more happy, 
than thoſe things you expreſs ſo pallionate a defire of, could pot- 
ſibly make us. - And withont 74 blefſed temper, we ſhall be 
miſerable wretches, tho there were no agreement in any one re 
berween Romeand zz, and tho our Ordinances were as pwreas tis 
your wifh to lfave them : Nor will our bidding the greatelt de- 
hance to the Antichriſt in the Roman Chair one whit avail us, while 
the Spiritua; Antichriſt, which is the worle of the #290, continues 
poſletſed of his Seat in our Hearts, 


And fo, Sir, I heartily bid you Farewel. 


